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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The reply filed November 26, 2008, has been received and entered. Claims 1-7,9, 11-18, 
and 20-23 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed February 27, 2008, have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

3. The examiner notes that applicants have misquoted the previous Office action. 
(Remarks, p. 6). Specifically, while it was stated by the examiner that the particular executor to 
be used is specified in the test case, the remaining portion of the quote came from a different 
sentence describing how the configuration data allows a developer to describe a test case for any 
command type, thus determining an executor that can perform the desired action. (Office action 
5/27/2008, p. 4.) The additional actions of the dispatcher determining which executor is 
operable to perform the specific action (based on the content of the configured test case) and 
calling the specific executor is necessary in Bahrs because the test cases do not execute 
themselves. While the test cases of Bahrs specify desired action, it is only through their 
execution that the proper executor is actually called. 

4. Applicant's arguments regarding claims 13 and 23 fail to comply with 37 CFR 1 . 1 1 1(b) 
because they amount to a general allegation that the claims define a patentable invention without 
specifically pointing out how the language of the claims patentably distinguishes them from the 
references. Shupps discloses a scheduling priority level at least in that a set order is specified in 
which actions forming a test sequence are to be executed. E.g., Shupps paragraphs [0030] 
through [0036]. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

6. Claims 1-3, 6, 7, 9, 11-18, and 20-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shupps et al. (Shupps et al., US 2002/0188890) in view of Bahrs et al. (Bahrs 
et al, US 2003/0097650). 

Claim 1 

Shupps et al. teach a system (see at least FIG. 1 & associated text) for testing software (see at 
least testing code, application paragraph [0002]) comprising: 

a processor operatively coupled [to] a computer readable storage medium (see, e.g., 
paragraph [0068]); 

o the computer readable storage medium including instructions for a plurality of executors, 
an executor of the plurality operable to instantiate a program, wherein the program 
includes instructions for performing at least one action (an executor (see at least client 
computer 12, server computer 16 FIG.l & associated text; computer-executable 
instructions, HTML, scripting code paragraph [0069]) for executing (see at least client 
computer 12, log file, log entries, transactions paragraphs [0133]-[0137]; [0143]; 822 
FIG. 8 & associated text; 922 FIG. 9 & associated text) at least one action (see at least test 
script, action paragraphs [0030]-[0036]; transaction information paragraphs [0115]- 
[0121]) the at least one action specified in an XML document (see at least computer file, 
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document, XML paragraph [0030]; rendered code, XML, scripting paragraph [0074]; files, 
XML paragraph [0082]; DOM, XML documents, components, application paragraph 
[0087]; testing, components paragraph [0100]; transaction information, computer file, 
document paragraph [0121])), 
o the computer readable storage medium further including computer readable instructions 
for a dispatcher for instantiating the executor to execute the at least one action (see at 
least 822 FIG. 8 & associated text). 
Schupps et al. fails to expressly teach the XML document comprising at least one test case, the 
XML document specifying the executor for executing the at least one action, the dispatcher 
configured to identify a specific action to be taken from the test case related to testing the test 
program, the dispatcher further configured to determine which executor of the plurality of 
executors is operable to perform the specific action, and the dispatcher further configured to call 
the specific executor and direct the specific executor perform the specific action. However, 
Bahrs et al. teach such an XML document containing a test case and specifying an executor 
(test harness). See, e.g., Bahrs et al., paragraphs [0048] and [0064]; and the example 
configuration file (XML) listed on pp. 6-7. Bahrs further teaches a plurality of executors for 
executing test cases, where the particular executor to be used is specified in the test case, thus 
determining an operable executor and directing its action. See, e.g., Bahrs et al., paragraphs 
[0043] and [0054] through [0057] (describing configurable execution of test cases specified by 
the test cases themselves through the extension of an abstract test case class based on 
configuration data). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
computer art at the time the invention was made to modify the system of Schupps et al. to 
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include such an XML document and dispatcher arrangement. One would be motivated to do so 
to provide an efficient means for organizing and reusing test cases by changing data object 
configurations necessary for the test case execution (Bahrs et al., paragraph [0065]). 
Both Schupps and Bahrs teach writing errors to a log file {See, e.g, Schupps et al. at paragraphs 
[0037] and [0073] through [0075]; Bahrs et al. at paragraphs [0005] and [0036]), and thus, such 
a step would have been likewise obvious. 

Claim 2 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach a logger for logging 
information associated with the execution of the at least one action (see at least reporting 
mechanism paragraph [0036]). 

Claim 3 

The rejection of base claim 2 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein the logger 
logs trace statements (see at least pass/fail statistics paragraph [0037]). 

Claim 6 

The rejection of base claim 2 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein the logger 
logs errors (see at least identification of any errors encountered, results, reports paragraph 
[0037]). 
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Claim 7 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein the driver 
receives input comprising a level of logging to be performed (see at least document validation, 
component validation paragraphs [0147]-[0153]; 1112, 1142 FIG.ll & associated text). 

Claim 9 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein the XML 
document specifies at least one action to be performed to initialize the software system (see at 
least 810 FIG. 8 & associated text; 910 FIG. 9 & associated text; client computer 12, log file, log 
entries, transactions paragraphs [0 1 33]-[0 1 37]; [0143]). 

Claim 11- 

The rejection of base claim 10 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein the XML 
document specifies at least one expected result of performing the at least one action (see at least 
expected result, each action paragraph [0034]; expected results, transaction definition 
paragraphs [0145]-[0146]). 

Claim 12 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein the XML 
document specifies at least one action to restore the software to a testable state (see at least 
transaction definition, version identifier, restore transaction definitions, rollback paragraph 
[0166]; [0179]). 
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Claim 13 

Shupps et al. teach a method of testing software (see at least testing code, application paragraph 
[0002]) comprising: 

o receiving, by a software tester instantiated by a computer system, a test file, where the 
test file includes at least one element selected from a group of elements consisting of a 
first time initialization element, a before each run initialization element, a run once 
initialization element, an after each iteration element, and a final cleanup element, each 
element in the test file including an action related to testing a specific software program 
and each element in the test file is associated with a scheduling priority level (see at 
least test script, action paragraphs [0030]-[0036]; transaction information paragraphs 
[0115]-[0121]); 

o selecting, for each element in the test file, an executor from a plurality of executors 

capable of performing the action thereby associating each action with an executor (see at 
least expected result, each action paragraph [0034]; expected results, transaction 
definition paragraphs [0145]-[0146]), the action specifiable in an XML test case (see at 
least computer file, document, XML paragraph [0030]; rendered code, XML, scripting 
paragraph [007 4]; files, XML paragraph [0082]; DOM, XML documents, components, 
application paragraph [0087]; testing, components paragraph [0100]; transaction 
information, computer file, document paragraph [0121]); 
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o scheduling, by the software tester, executing time for each element in the test file in 
accordance with each element's scheduling priority level (see at least test script, action 
paragraphs [0030]-[0036]; transaction information paragraphs [01 15]-[0121]); 

o directing, by the software tester in accordance with the scheduled execution time of each 
element, each selected executor to perform their associated action (see at least test 
script, action paragraphs [0030]-[0036]; transaction information paragraphs [0115]- 
[0121]); and 

o executing each action (see at least 822 FIG.8 & associated text; 922 FIG.9 & associated 
text; client computer 12, log file, log entries, transactions paragraphs [0133]-[0137]; 
[0143]). 

Schupps et al. fails to expressly teach the XML document comprising at least one test case, and 
the XML document specifying the executor for executing the at least one action. However, 
Bahrs et al. teach such an XML document containing a test case and specifying an executor 
(test harness). See, e.g., Bahrs et al., paragraphs [0048] and [0064]; and the example 
configuration file (XML) listed on pp. 6-7. Bahrs further teaches a plurality of executors for 
executing test cases, where the particular executor to be used is specified in the test case. See, 
e.g., Bahrs et al., paragraphs [0043] and [0054] through [0057] (describing configurable 
execution of test cases specified by the test cases themselves through the extension of an 
abstract test case class based on configuration data). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the computer art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
system of Schupps et al. to include such an XML document. One would be motivated to do so 
to provide an efficient means for organizing and reusing test cases by changing data object 
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configurations necessary for the test case execution (Bahrs et al, paragraph [0065]). Both 
Schupps and Bahrs teach writing errors to a log file {See, e.g, Schupps et al. at paragraphs 
[0037] and [0073] through [0075]; Bahrs et al. at paragraphs [0005] and [0036]), and thus, such 
a step would have been likewise obvious. 

Claim 14 

The rejection of base claim 13 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein the action 
comprises initializing a global testing environment (see at least Globally Unique Identifier 
paragraph [0103]; FIG.5 & associated text). 

Claim 15 

The rejection of base claim 13 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein the action 
comprises initializing a testing environment for a single iteration of the test case (see at least 
802-826 FIG.8 & associated text). 

Claim 16 

The rejection of base claim 13 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein the action 
comprises a test operation (see at least test script, action paragraphs [0030]-[0036]; transaction 
information paragraphs [01 15]-[0121J). 
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Claim 17 

The rejection of base claim 13 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein the action 
comprises validating the result of the test operation (see at least transaction validation, actual 
results, transaction execution, expected results, transaction definition paragraphs [0145]- 
[0146]). 



Claim 18 

The rejection of base claim 13 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein the action 
comprises restoring a testing environment to a testable state (see at least transaction definition, 
version identifier, restore transaction definitions, rollback paragraph [0166]; [0179]). 



Claim 20 

Shupps et al. further teach wherein the test case is a first test case and the first test case is copied 
and modified to generate a second test case (see at least modify the transaction definitions 
paragraph [0144]; 39 FIG.3 & associated text; altered definition, new transaction definition, 
changes paragraph [0165]). 



Claim 21 

The rejection of base claim 20 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein a test group 
is generated by combining the first and second test cases into a test group (see at least reusable 
definitions, new definitions paragraph [0175]). 
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Claim 22 

The rejection of base claim 21 is incorporated. Shupps et al. further teach wherein a second test 
group is generated by combining the test group with a third test case to generating a second test 
group (see at least reusable definitions, new definitions paragraph [0175]). 

Claim 23 

Shupps et al. teach a computer-readable medium (see at least ROM 122, 162, RAM 124, 164 
FIG.l & associated text) including computer-executable instructions (see at least software code 
paragraph [0068]) for: 

o receiving, by a software tester instantiated by a computer system, a test file, where the 
test file includes at least one element selected from a group of elements consisting of a 
first time initialization element, a before each run initialization element, a run once 
initialization element, an after each iteration element, and a final cleanup element, each 
element in the test file including an action related to testing a specific software program 
and each element in the test file is associated with a scheduling priority level (see at 
least test script, action paragraphs [0030]-[0036]; transaction information paragraphs 
[0115]-[0121]); 

o selecting, for each element in the test file, an executor from a plurality of executors 

capable of performing the action thereby associating each action with an executor (see at 
least expected result, each action paragraph [0034]; expected results, transaction 
definition paragraphs [0145]-[0146]), the action specifiable in an XML test case (see at 
least computer file, document, XML paragraph [0030]; rendered code, XML, scripting 
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paragraph [0074];files, XML paragraph [0082]; DOM, XML documents, components, 
application paragraph [0087]; testing, components paragraph [0100]; transaction 
information, computer file, document paragraph [0121]); 

o scheduling, by the software tester, executing time for each element in the test file in 
accordance with each element's scheduling priority level (see at least test script, action 
paragraphs [0030]-[0036]; transaction information paragraphs [01 15]-[0121]); 

o directing, by the software tester in accordance with the scheduled execution time of each 
element, each selected executor to perform their associated action (see at least test 
script, action paragraphs [0030]-[0036]; transaction information paragraphs [0115]- 
[0121]); and 

o executing each action (see at least 822 FIG. 8 & associated text; 922 FIG. 9 & associated 
text; client computer 12, log file, log entries, transactions paragraphs [0133]-[0137]; 
[0143]). 

Schupps et al. fails to expressly teach the XML document comprising at least one test case, and 
the XML document specifying the executor for executing the at least one action. However, 
Bahrs et al. teach such an XML document containing a test case and specifying an executor 
(test harness). See, e.g., Bahrs et al., paragraphs [0048] and [0064]; and the example 
configuration file (XML) listed on pp. 6-7. Bahrs further teaches a plurality of executors for 
executing test cases, where the particular executor to be used is specified in the test case. See, 
e.g., Bahrs et al., paragraphs [0043] and [0054] through [0057] (describing configurable 
execution of test cases specified by the test cases themselves through the extension of an 
abstract test case class based on configuration data). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
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one of ordinary skill in the computer art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
system of Schupps et al. to include such an XML document. One would be motivated to do so 
to provide an efficient means for organizing and reusing test cases by changing data object 
configurations necessary for the test case execution (Bahrs et al., paragraph [0065]). Both 
Schupps and Bahrs teach writing errors to a log file (See, e.g, Schupps et al. at paragraphs 
[0037] and [0073] through [0075]; Bahrs et al. at paragraphs [0005] and [0036]), and thus, such 
a step would have been likewise obvious. 



7. Claims 4 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shupps et 
al. in view of Bahrs et al. (Bahrs et al., US 2003/0097650) and Ogawa et al. (Ogawa et al., US 
5608874). 

Claim 4 

The rejection of base claim 2 is incorporated. Shupps et al. do not expressly disclose wherein 
the logger logs exceptions. However, Ogawa et al. disclose a system for testing software (see at 
least error checking, validation Abstract) wherein a logger (see at least Postprocessor 601 
FIG.9 & associated text) logs exceptions (see at least Exception Report col.4:52-53; 
Warning/Error Report 627 FIG.9 & associated text). Shupps et al. and Ogawa et al. are 
analogous art because they are both directed to testing software. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the pertinent art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the 
teaching of Ogawa et al. into that of Shupps et al. for the inclusion of logging exceptions, and 
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warnings. And the motivation for doing so would have been to facilitate data analysis 
performed by the software testers and further assist the system in providing appropriate 
solutions and suggested remedies in accordance with the logged exceptions and warnings (see 
Ogawa etal. col.l:55-col.2:10; col.23:23-35). 

Claim 5 

The rejection of base claim 2 is incorporated. Ogawa et al. further teach wherein the logger 
logs warnings (see at least Exception Report, warnings col.4:52-53; Test Result Report, 
warnings col. 6:49-52; Warning/Error Report col. 23:23-35; 627 FIG. 9 & associated text). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the pertinent art at the time the invention 
was made to incorporate the teaching of Ogawa et al. into that of Shupps et al. for the inclusion 
of logging warnings. And the motivation for doing so would have been the same as has been 
cited in claim 4. 

Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
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CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Eric B. Kiss whose telephone number is (571) 272-3699. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Tue. - Fri., 7:00 am - 4:30 pm. The examiner can also be 
reached on alternate Mondays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Dam, can be reached on (571) 272-3695. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Eric B. Kiss/ 
Eric B. Kiss 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2192 



